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Mr. Iiarry "^vingstone 
3025 Abell kv>u, 

Baltimore, M. 21220 

Hear Harry, 

A3 the enclosed copy of a letter to a friend about the newest of my hea.-th develop- 
ments indicates, that is taking more of my time, as are other tilings. Oo thin is a rushed 
reply to your letter of the 3rd. I'll be in Baltimore again on the 19th, at Hopkins, for 
an afternoon appointment but I've written the surgeon to see if he can see me tliat morn- 
ing, so I may or may not have time then if you want to discuss any of this further. 

On page /, graf 3, you refer to your difficulty in getting evidence that is hard 0 
enough to hang your hat on. In this you are quit*; wrong, as I'll go into further. I'ou 
then say that one piece of such evidence is that the total weight of the fragments 
removed from Oonnally' s body is greater than could liave come from 011399 . "his reflects 
a lack of knowledge o/* or understanding of (or both) of what I' e published and what is 
available. Particularly in Post Mortem. You not infrequently, a3 I once, if elliptically, 
cautioned you cite it from sources that used it without credit. 

first of all, there is no way of knowing the weight of what was removed from 
Connolly's body becuuse some was washed away when hisMfounds were cleansed. Second of 
dll. as I go into in detail in Hi, there is no official recognition of the fact tliat 
a fragment remains in his chest. There is contradiction of what fuagments wore taken 
out of the body. While S-- agree with the nurses, the official records, with wliich you 
apparently are not familiar, cited less. 


I think your concept of what exists is limited by your approach. If you had my 
approach, for example, you'd have no trouble at all in establishing tliat more had to be 
missing from 399 than is missing. There is much more on this in HI. So, - 1 - think you've 
not really read the book itself. Hot with care in any event. 

Two grafs later you talk about "ear witness evidence" in the plaza. I agree with 
you on it, as others have, always. But this is the kind of thing tliat will not stack and 
the government was able to get acuy with. By inself, today, it is useless. 

7 id 

In the next graf you offer the opinion tliat amtfona could have fired tliree shots 
in the tine Oswald allegedly h^dx . 1 presume you mean with tliat rifle. Not true of 
soma- other rifles. But you don't have to conjecture of this. Efforts were made, officially 
and unebffcially, and the best'shots in the world couldn't duplicate Oswald's wizardry. 

It is true (next graf) that I've always believed there was a conspiracy, and said so 
But I've not conjectured "as to the origin of the plot" and 1 know of no responsible way 
of doing that. As a moans of thinking about this, we canut apply the "cui bono" test as 
thought wo could in 196b, when I wrote Whitewash II and included_tliat in the epilogue, 
buy we can decide that some people or forces could have seen a benoit from offing JFK. 
Obviously, the military, those components not in agreement with his policies. and their 
corporate 1 and political allies, "‘hi general, those who either wanted JFK out, HBJ in or both 


Page 2, graf 1, you ask if liobert had shown me a certain autopsy picture, 
he nor anyone else has. rj th l C Ch h' ■££& /!, 


Neither 


In graf 3 you refer to the importance of what O'Connor said. I ve cast some 
doubt on some of it. as a generality, there is always a problem in believing some of what 
someone says and not believing the rest. Specif ically , if any of wliat he said is refuted, 
all of wliat he is quaoted as saying is undermined and will be exploited by those seeking 
to destroy the credibility of what you say. o u now have to have more and the most solid 
substantiation for Hiiytliiijig he says and if you use anything you can stilx be wrecked by 
others using what you don t tliat they can prove isn y true. 


In the fourth graf and in your latter to O’Connor you say tliat I said there was a 
decoy ambulance. 1 never said or suggested it and neVcd, including now, believed i.. I 

did say there was a second ambulance 4111(1 1 Can aCC0Ullt f ° r tnree * But n ° d V 



you - are your preconcpetions intruding on your 
oa then eeh for copies oJ «•, «i5liout specifying «-**» *“ 


leaclu me to caution 


then ask for copies or uu.s, ^ didn ‘ t do> go over the 
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"got from i-SH that I got by asking for only what i. gave l^u. 

W first sentence on pagO 

.,dy wasn't slipped away at . ‘ 1 ^ remold." 'float we cangt prove is is 

ad that it wasn t examined for bullets tnax w “ Nobody has oroven that 

- hlse. hut what kind of thinking leadsjou to t ‘support its own 
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You ap-oear to be grasping for substantiation of what you believe not thxnkmg 
orxLs through.^ analysing it. *ou want to substantiate 0 * Corner, fou oan t. 

Th first sentence f ^ 
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nation- and sfe other- had the ef ect of a coup d etat. 

You say I "cannot throw out what ft archetti anu^outy have 
of what they said? Only one account? ^ you kaow what Varcie, * mch 3 ay i ng tllat 

" rss &rws - -* - - - 

things tliat are not so or are exaggerated in wliat l'^ltch lias hard. 

he- me try to sinplify sX of this so you. can straighten your own thanking out 

«t »toen «■» -*-*% IZ °if wr^Shla thet 

crtoe une beyond toe capability of “» “» “„^ 0 ™ "*« ™r died it identify 

there was a conspiracy does not indicate who ., on ? racie3 ca n permit relativelyjlarge 

then, specific; illy o& generally, cone fain< •» ’ i . all ,, <l . „^ rl Watergate, hut any 

nunber of co-conspirators , ide ^ /requires the smallest possible number 
conspiracy to murder, most ol al- P a ter danger of detection and of 

with any knowledge of it. The more there are army, the navy, the 

subsequent regrets and defections, iron y ± ci^lJan life-like the Commission, 

- - T^SZSl S-S^tben believed then. «» . 

conspiracy I have no trouble believing. 

not coupotffifto 
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6/p. Up at p: 00 and unable to sleep none I read .aid corrected this. Before I get 
started on ny own day X add a few comments. 

First, I did go to the Vietnamese restaurant, as you'd asked no to do. J -t is no 
longer the Vietnumes restaurant we knew • It is now oriental, including the old menu. 

Ton is no longer nhere. We were told he is in ■Denver. — assume he sold the place. Bo, X 
could not get your boons back and presume they were, as I'd been told when ^ told you, 
given to Cindy. Whe’ver she i3. Or was then. 

A 

I do not ioiou whether your letter was just your thinking in general or whether you 
were going into what you phui for your documentary. However, whichever it is, X strongly 
urge you to go with Occam! keep it siypje. as thinking or as documentary content, it is 
too convoluted, too inclusive, too vulnerable. 

You can’t include all of your book in any documentary, so begin by deciding what 
is necessary as a ijiinimum and then consider what else can be included. - L n tliis shun the 
vulnerable and gon t include the whole damned world in your conspiracy. 

I illustrate with the O'Connor claim that the body was not in the bronze casket, 
kven if it were true, you can get shot down on it. It isn t true, but is it essential 
in what you said or want to say? I tiling not, so why risn getting shot down with your 
own weapon and ammunition? * ou just can t get around all the evidence that the body was 
in the bronze casket. One oF* two such things and the FBI issues a statement pointing them 
out and you are done. Or commission counsel. Or anyone else, i've seen much of this in 
FBI records disclosed to me. hud just as bad, you'll undermine the confidence your own peo- 
ple have in you and your work. You'll also risk vhat would have less impact, some oi the 
critics pouncing on you. Including Lifton, perhaps, keep in mind that the producer and 
his people will also be thinking and wondering and you don't want them to have any questions 
about your dependability or content. Theyliave to oe both able to understand and able 
to believe what you say. Unless they sire either nuts or entirely unscrupulous they'll 
not believe there was a conspiracy of anytliing like the magnitude you postulate. 

Borne tiling else comes to mind. Did IIBCa liave only Hobert examine the pictures and 
i— rays or did others examine them? Borne 01 the others they used on some tilings would 
certainly have had the capability of detecting any hankypanky . If any others did examine 
them and found nothing wrong you do liave potential problems. I have in mind such people 
as Cary mack has had do some enhancements. j 

I think also that you need to separate two tilings. You beibieve the film was altered. 
That you may or may not be able to prove to the satisfaction of others. Unat you will not 
be able to prove is who did it. If in your documentary you try to do the latter you will 
undermine willingness to believe the former. 



